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Foreword


Second to the English, the Scotch-Irish were the most numerous English-speaking settlers in British North America from 1720 to 1783. In the colonial period they ultimately ranged all the way from New Hampshire to Georgia, and in postrevolutionary times they expanded even further. Today some twenty-two million Americans claim Scotch-Irish descent.

The Scotch-Irish originated primarily in the Scottish Lowlands and first began going to north Ireland in the early seventeenth century at the behest of King James I, himself a Scotsman. He wanted the Lowlanders to be “God’s bulldogs,” he said, “to bite the wild Irish” into submission to English authority. His Ulster Plantation began a process of bitterness between the Protestant North and the Catholic South in Ireland that continues to this day.

To get away from the religious, economic, and military troubles affecting Ireland, many thousands of Ulstermen opted to leave the Old Country and come to British North America. Beyond appointing a commission in the 1720s to study why there was so much emigration from northern Ireland, the English Parliament made little effort to stem the flow of departures. In fact, while France was England’s enemy in the New World, the Scotch-Irish were encouraged to go, because they were such good fighters and frontiersmen.

How many Scotch-Irish ultimately made their way to British North America? In his Pulitzer Prize-winning Voyagers To The West, Bernard Bailyn writes: “There is no realistic figure for Scotch-Irish immigration before 1760. James G. Leyburn, The Scotch-Irish: A Social History . . . accepts the traditional estimate of 200,000 between 1717 and 1775. . . . R. J. Dickson, Ulster Emigration to Colonial America, 1718–1775, provides estimates of ship departures from Ireland for scattered groups of years that total about 65,000. Other statements go as high as 300,000. The traditional figure used here seems a reasonable minimum.”1 After the Revolution, as I shall show, there were additional Scotch-Irish immigrations so that by the end of the War of 1812 a fair estimate of total Scotch-Irish who came to North America would be approximately 350,000.

Winthrop D. Jordon, in White Over Black: American Attitudes Toward The Negro, 1550–1812, reported that “the best available estimate is that in 1790 between 61 and 66 percent of white Americans were of English origin and that between 80 and 84 percent were of English speaking origin.”2 The census of 1790 did not break down Americans into ethnic groups other than black and white. Louis B. Wright, in The Cultural Life of the American Colonies, 1607–1763 said, “The most careful study of the distribution of population on the basis of national origins was that made in 1927 by a group of scholars under the auspices of the American Council of Learned Societies (ACLS), using the statistics of the first federal census of 1790. This study, using linguistic techniques in the analysis of family names, revealed that of the total white population of 3,172,444 in the United States, 60.9 percent were English, 14.3 percent were Scotch and Scotch-Irish from Ulster . . .”3

Apparently, the ACLS study of 1927 took similar-sounding names and grouped them together as Scotch and Scotch-Irish. If, however, we take Leyburn’s “reasonable minimum” of 200,000 and split the difference with Bailyn’s “other estimates” of 300,000, we can reasonably guess that some 250,000 Scotch-Irish were in America at the close of the Revolution in the early 1780s. Many reputable historians, Maury Klein and Maldwyn Jones among them, have stated that between the end of the Revolution and 1813 some additional 100,000 Scotch-Irish came to the United States, an average of about 3,300 per year. If we take that yearly average for the seven years between 1783, when the Revolution ended and 1790, when the first federal census was conducted, we can estimate that some additional 23,100 Scotch-Irish were in the country, which would bring the total to 273,000 people. If 14.3 percent of white Americans in 1790 were of Scotch and Scotch-Irish origins, these figures reveal that 8.6 percent of them were Scotch-Irish (273,000 is roughly 8.6 percent of 3,172,444) and 5.7 percent were Scotch. This percentage puts the Scotch-Irish slightly ahead of the Germans who, in the 1927 ACLS study, were said to amount to about 8.3 percent of the American population.

David Doyle, however, in his respected work Ireland, Irishmen, and Revolutionary America, puts the percentage of Scotch-Irish in 1790 even higher. “Studies of nomenclature revealed by the first federal census (1790) suggest that 9% of the American people were ethnic Scots-Irish, a figure later adjusted downwards [by whom the author does not say], but which was somewhat an underestimate. . . . If corrections are made, it is probable that the Scots-Irish in 1790 were as many as 11% of New Yorkers, 21% of Pennsylvanians, 11% of Marylanders, 14% of Virginians, 13% of North Carolinians, 24% of South Carolinians, and 27% of Georgians.”4 These were the states with the highest numbers of Scotch-Irish and, if one accepts Doyle’s figures, the percentage here was approximately 17 percent of the total population of these states. When adding all the other states where Scotch-Irish settled, either abundantly or sparsely, his overall average falls to about 10 percent. Obviously, then, to compute the number of Scotch-Irish descendants in 1790 is less than an exact procedure. Possibly, the best that can be done is to say that in 1790 between 8.6 and 10 percent of Americans were of Scotch-Irish origin.

Bernard Bailyn, in The Peopling of British North America, speaks at length about the dynamics of immigration, pointing out that the Scotch-Irish, like most other immigrants of the time, were “people in motion” even before they came to the shores of America.

The first movements to America from Scotland and Ireland, whenever they occurred, were not different from those from England, from the German states, from Switzerland, or from the Low Countries. In the early phases of the migrations the existing patterns of mobility in these homelands were unaffected by the American magnet. . . . The North American colonies were simply another destination available to people in motion. But in time the dynamics of the situation changed. Everywhere, though in different phasings, the pull of the American colonies grew to the point where it shaped the patterns of European domestic mobility.5

Thus, one may say that the Scotch-Irish were used to moving about while they were still in the Old World. When economic, political, and religious conditions became intolerable in the Old Country, the mobility tendency of the Scotch-Irish practically assured their immigrations in large numbers to the North American continent.

To be sure, Scotch-Irish immigration to North America and their experiences on the continent itself have to be studied and considered in the context of other nationalities who immigrated. The Scotch-Irish, with some 8.6 percent of the total population by 1790, were definitely a minority, but they were a minority whose influence was sometimes stronger than their numbers, particularly in reference to the Revolution and the making of the Constitution. Well before the Revolution erupted in 1775, there had been skirmishes between predominantly Scotch-Irish settlers in the southern backwoods and the British authorities. Certainly the Scotch-Irish were not principally responsible for creating the Constitution in 1787, but the fact remains that the checks and balances system was quite acceptable to most of the Scotch-Irish, who were fairly well committed to Presbyterian hierarchical systems of appeal. The Scotch-Irish, as I shall try to demonstrate, played a role in creating the Revolution and the Constitution.

Nor were all Scotch-Irish “good.” Many of them had a ruthless nature, especially against the American Indian, whom they regarded as an impediment to “civilized” progress. Many were slaveholders but not to the extent of their more coastal English neighbors. As Winthrop D. Jordon observed, “In the eighteenth century Negroes were heavily concentrated on the seaboard of the southern half of the English territory along the Atlantic edge of the North American continent. . . . The movement of slaves onto new lands [however] lagged markedly behind the pace of western settlement.”6 It appears, then, that wherever the Scotch-Irish owned slaves, they were not primarily the plantation owners but worked alongside their slaves out in the fields and elsewhere. It is also true that the Scotch-Irish contributed many undesirable elements to American society. In the nineteenth century the Ku Klux Klan was founded by men of Scotch-Irish descent. Then, too, such famous renegades and outlaws as Simon Girty, the James Brothers, the Youngers, and the Daltons, were all of Scotch-Irish stock; their individual histories, however, go beyond the scope of this work. In truth, the Scotch-Irish were similar to other immigrant groups; they were not “good” or “bad” but a combination of both, perhaps with a slightly greater proclivity for frontier life than others.

In this study I am primarily concerned with those people who came from Ulster—the ones whose ancestors originated mostly in the Scottish Lowlands. I am aware that some authors do not distinguish between “Irish” and “Scotch-Irish.” Whether one should or should not make such distinction is not the main question here—though I do discuss it to some extent in the text. What I want to impress upon the reader is that I am talking in this book about north Ireland, and I am talking about south Ireland only to the extent that it has any bearing on Ulster. Also, the dates covered by this study are approximately from the time the Ulster Plantation started, around 1610, to the ten- to- fifteen year period following the War of 1812. Thus, the subject I am pursuing comes to an end around 1830. I do not discuss, except in passing, the tremendous influx of persons from the whole of Ireland, caused by the potato famines later in the century.

The Scotch-Irish came first to Massachusetts but, finding themselves treated inhospitably by the Puritans, they went on to Pennsylvania; and the southern part of Lancaster County then became the usual destination of those who followed. From there, the Scotch-Irish spread out through Maryland, Virginia, the two Carolinas, and Georgia. Everywhere they went, they were greeted with a mixture of foreboding and respect. They became known as claims jumpers in the places they previously visited. Although they were also highly religious people, they could shoot straight if they thought someone meant them harm.

When people have written about the Scotch-Irish, they sometimes claim that the Revolution extinguished them as an ethnic group. They kept coming in large numbers, however, well after the Revolution. From the end of the Revolution into the 1840s, a fair estimate of Scotch-Irish (not including the Irish) immigrants who came to the United States would be 150,000. Thus, the assimilation process came later than the Revolution; it was more the War of 1812 than the Revolution that slowed down their arrivals—at least temporarily—and caused the assimilation process. Even after the War of 1812, however, the Scotch-Irish kept coming; some authorities have said that twice as many came between the Revolution and 1850 as during the colonial period (not a particularly startling revelation in view of the failures of Ireland’s potato crops).7 Terry Coleman reported in Going to America that the ten-year period from 1846 to 1855 “saw by far the greatest emigration from the United Kingdom to America known till then.”8

When I started research on A Social History of the Scotch-Irish, I wrote to several small-town newspapers around the country, especially in Pennsylvania, asking their readers to supply me with some Scotch-Irish anecdotes. The response was quite positive, and I want to mention one small dispute that arose. Is the proper term “Scotch-Irish” or is it “Scots-Irish”? One correspondent mentioned that her late mother’s pet peeve was the use of the phrase “Scotch-Irish” and added that if her mother were still around, she would give me “what-for.” “Scotch,” I was told, is either an adjective or an alcoholic drink. Perhaps one could argue, however, that only the first generation of Lowland Scots who settled in Ulster could be called “Scots-Irish” because in that case both “Scots” and “Irish” would be nouns. After the first generation, one might say that those people were Irish of primarily Scottish descent; therefore, the adjective “Scotch” would be appropriate. Probably the argument will continue as long as people remember those Scottish-derived Ulstermen who decided to come to the New World.

In this book I have tried to describe simply and accurately the experiences of the Ulstermen in Ireland who became the Scotch-Irish in America. Chapter One recounts the setting in Scotland and the reasons why James I wanted to establish the Ulster Plantation. Chapter Two deals with the growing troubles between Ulstermen and the English Parliament which led to the decisions of thousands to come to British North America. Chapter Three describes crossing the Atlantic by the Scotch-Irish, some of the dangers they faced, and the tragedies that sometimes befell them. Chapter Four shows how the Scotch-Irish first came to Massachusetts and, after being rebuffed by the Puritans, began their travels again—this time into Pennsylvania. In due course, New Castle, Delaware, and nearby Philadelphia became the major ports of entry for the Scotch-Irish as well as large numbers of other immigrant groups. The fifth chapter is an explication of Scotch-Irish movement out of Lancaster County, Pennsylvania, into the western and southern regions. Chapter Six deals with Scotch-Irish ways of life, and their religious, social, and folkloristic beliefs. The Revolution and the making of the Constitution comprise the subject matter of Chapter Seven. Chapter Eight traces Scotch-Irish history from the end of the Revolution to about 1830 and tries to show some contemporary efforts to commemorate the deeds of the Scotch-Irish in America.

A substantial portion of the research for this book came from original materials. I was fortunate to spend quite some time in Belfast, which, in spite of its troubles, has become one of my favorite cities. One day I was talking with a young Ulster lad in Belfast, and he said he thought it was time for the descendants of all those Ulstermen who did go to North America to change places with the descendants of all those Ulstermen who did not go to America. “Turnabout is fair play,” he said.

I was able to use the resources at the Public Record Office of North Ireland (PRONI) while in Belfast, and I wish to thank Brian Follis and the staff there for their courtesies and assistance. There were many personal letters, diaries, and notebooks of people of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries who expressed their views on immigration to the New World. I used the Belfast Newsletter at the Linen Hall Library, where Mary Duffey and Mary Hughes were very helpful and courteous.

In Kew, London, I used the Colonial Office records which dealt with American opinion of the French at the beginning of the Revolution. I thank my many friends at the Kew Public Record Office for their continued support of my work; the PRO at Kew is, in my opinion, the best research place in the world.

In the United States I traveled from South Carolina to Pennsylvania in the spring of 1988 gathering Scotch-Irish materials. I thank my friends Ross and Ruth Webb of Rock Hill, South Carolina, for their hospitality while I worked at Winthrop College. At the Presbyterian Historical Foundation in Montreat, North Carolina, I found much material and much hospitality from the staff; at the University of North Carolina, John White was most helpful as was Linda McCurdy at Duke University. I found a great deal of material at the Augusta County, Virginia, Historical Society, as well as at the Pennsylvania Historical Society, the Presbyterian Historical Society, Temple University and the Balch Institute. I thank all the people who had a hand in helping me to collect material. I certainly do extend my appreciation to the Southern Regional Education Board in Atlanta for its grant in aid that made the U.S. trips possible.

While it is true that I leaned heavily on original materials for this book, I tried not to bypass the latest scholarship in secondary sources. Though there are many studies of the Scotch-Irish today in the form of seminars and learned papers, the last academic book to come out on them as they existed in Scotland, Ireland, and America, was James G. Leyburn’s The Scotch-Irish: A Social History, published in 1962 (reprinted in paperback in 1989). Numerous books dealing with national and local history published since 1962 do make references to the Scotch-Irish, as do, generally speaking, all the standard U.S. history textbooks. The materials were so vast—at least in the form of mentioning the Scotch-Irish for a paragraph or two and then moving on to other subjects—that I had carefully to choose what I would use from the secondary materials available. If I have not included a source or theme that some specialists might deem crucial to my study, it is probably not because I overlooked it but rather because I had to be selective.

At Western Kentucky University, I was aided by grants from the research committee, and I thank each member of that committee. My friends and colleagues, Professors Helen Crocker, Lowell Harrison, Drew Harrington, and Richard Stone read the manuscript either entirely or in part and offered helpful suggestions. My student assistant, David McCord, performed many useful tasks for which I am grateful. In further research on this subject students Matthew Jackson and Benjamin Hutchins at the University of Helsinki were helpful. Susan Gore and her staff at the Western Kentucky University Library interloan department gave me their full cooperation and support.

Finally, I take pleasure, once again, in thanking members of my family for their continued support: Pat, Beverly and Steve; Dan and Grace; Hilary; Matthew; and Colleen, Megan, Kate, Travis, Patrick, and Austin.

Carlton Jackson

History Department

Western Kentucky University



CHAPTER ONE

The Beginnings: From Scotland to Ireland

Scotland’s geography has largely determined its character and history. It is divided geographically, linquistically, and culturally into two parts, the Highlands, and the Lowlands.

The Highlands is the larger of the two parts, encompassing most of the territory north of the River Clyde where rugged mountains caused isolated clans to originate and flourish. The areas of Inverness, Aberdeen, Kincardine, Angus, Argyll, and Perth make up a substantial portion of the Highlands. The geographical separation of one Highland clan from another contributed to the sense of independence Scotsmen developed. The Highlanders were hostile to Scottish governmental agents of law and order trying to control them.1

It was a hard matter to eke out food crops in the rocky, unfriendly soil of northern Scotland. The countryside’s ruggedness rubbed off on the Highlanders and made them stoic, deterministic people. Perhaps that condition encouraged the Highlanders during the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries to raid the Lowlanders, and sometimes even go across the border into England.2

As a rule, the Lowlanders despised the Highlanders, faulting them for their lawless ways and war-like manners. The Highlanders remained preeminently Celtic, while there were numerous influxes of Danes, Saxons, and Flemish—besides the Angles—in the Lowlands.3 Much Celtic influence was felt in both parts of Scotland and, according to some scholars, accounted for the chief differences between Scotland and England. “It is a basic distinction between Scot and Englishman that the Scot in greater or less degree is a Celt.”4 In turn, this distinction marked the difference between a Highlander and a Lowlander; the Highlander spoke Celtic while the Lowlander generally spoke English.5

Geographical factors dictated against any strong nationalism in the Highlands. The clans, separated by hills and mountains, tended to be loyal unto themselves, a loyalty that produced individualism and a fear and distrust of outsiders. The clan leaders were feudalistic lords with the trappings of an entire feudal structure at their bid and command. Many Highlanders, seeking to avoid the harsh existence that their poor farms offered, became militaristic, frequently serving as mercenaries in the army of some powerful country like France.

The Scottish Lowlands comprise the southern and eastern parts of the country. The area is funnel shaped, with the narrow end jutting out into the North Channel of the Irish Sea, in places not more than twenty miles from the mainland of north Ireland. The counties embraced by the Lowlands include Stirling, Renfrew, Roxburgh, Lanark, Edinburgh, Linlithgow, Haddington, Berwick, Selkirk, Peebles, Ayr,6 Wigton, Kircudbright, and Dumfries.

The Lowlanders resembled the north English in many significant ways—language and attitudes toward legal authority, for example—particularly those from the border counties of Northumberland, Cumberland, Westmoreland, Durham, Lancashire, and Yorkshire. In the immigration to north Ireland in the early seventeenth century, a large contingent of Englishmen also went to Ulster. Frequently, no distinction was made in these journeys between the Lowlander and the “Up Country” Englishman.


Agriculture in Scotland


The best agricultural lands in Scotland were in the Plains of Lothian in the Lowlands. These lands were mostly barren of trees, hedges, and other foliage, though landowners frequently planted clumps of ash, elm, and sycamores around their houses for shelter.7 The crops were mostly grains—barley, some wheat, and above all else, oats. Oaten cakes have long been a staple in Scotland, for both humans and animals.

The cattle and sheep industry grew minimally in the western Lowlands, notably around Ayrshire.8 (Cattle were generally smaller in Scotland than in England, for a lack of hay).9 Some coal (called blackstone) and peat constituted most of Scotland’s mineral resources. These agricultural and industrial resources were augmented by fishing and gaming.

For the most part, seventeenth century life in Scotland, both Highland and Lowland, was bleak, desolate, and isolated. Under the feudal structure, arable land was divided into “infield” and “outfield,” the former the nearest to the home, the latter the farthest away. The same crops were planted on these fields year after year with little effort to improve the soil by rotation farming, and the chief fertilizers were cow and sheep manures. The poor soil, in addition to the frequent wet seasons resulted in impaired, late harvests, and caused the Lowlanders as much as the Highlanders to grub out a miserable living. An additional land problem was the uncertainty of leases. With few exceptions, leases were too short and doubtful of renewal to encourage tenants to improve their holdings.10 The result was that farm land, none too fertile to begin with, became increasingly worse.

The Lowlander became more a migrant than the Highlander. He frequently traveled, hoping to find a better piece of land upon which to support his family. He often participated in foreign wars to supplement his and his family’s lot.

Thus, long before the Lowland Scots made their way to Ulster and then to North America, they were a restless lot. They already had the immigrant frame of mind which, through a combination of poor economic conditions, religious persecutions, and military adventurism, led them away from their native country. Historian Wallace Notestein argued that the Scots were “roving stock” in part because they were fishermen and not afraid to venture from their own shores. More importantly though, the Scot, who had so few resources in his country, “had imagination enough to guess that he might better his chances by seeking out richer countries.”11

Lowlanders and Highlanders: Some Differences

A major difference between the Highlander and the Lowlander was their attitude toward organized government. The feudal structure in north Scotland dictated against the growth of nationalism. There was not in the Lowlands, however, the uniformity that the clan system imposed on the Highlands.12 The influx of diverse peoples (Flemings, Norse, Saxons, Angles), prevented any one group from gaining dominance. Their attitudes toward government were not as stringent as in the Highlands. The proximity of the Lowlands to England accounted to some extent for the Lowlanders’ feelings toward government; they acquired many of the north English characteristics, which ultimately caused the Lowlanders to have a greater affinity with the English than with the Highland Scots.

Even so, the Lowlanders developed a strong sense of individualism, inculcating feelings of self-reliance. The hard farming life they led, the disastrous crop years they frequently experienced, and the terrible shortages they often suffered inured them to providing for themselves rather than looking to government or other sources when they had a problem.

Nonetheless, the Lowlander was more amenable to accepting laws and regulations than his Highland counterpart. One wonders what would have happened if the latter day Tudors and early Stuarts had tried to colonize the Highlanders into Ulster; undoubtedly, the chances for success would have been diminished.


Outsider Views of Scotland


Both Highlanders and Lowlanders were held in low esteem by continental visitors as well as by the English. By and large, the Scotsman was regarded as miserly.13 Surely the hand to mouth existence of most Scots caused them to value material possessions; at the least, little if anything would be thrown away. Things were too hard to come by for Scots to be careless or wasteful with them, and perhaps their attitude was based not so much on miserliness as on conservancy. Outsiders, though, continued to see them as stingy and mean, missing any semblance of a cheerful countenance. One traveler to Scotland in the eighteenth century gave this uncomplimentary picture: “The air [in Scotland] might be wholesome but for the stinking people that inhabit it; the ground might be fruitful had they wit to manure it.”14 Another traveler, an Englishman returning home, exclaimed about Scotland: “I passed to English ground, and hope I may never go to such a country again. I thank God I never saw such another.”15

According to some travelers, the Scots—both Highland and Lowland—ate raw fish, and as for their butter and cheese, one wrote, “I will not meddle withal at this time, nor no man else who loves his life.”16 The Scots apparently believed it was unlucky to wash their churns (superstition was especially rife among the Highlanders); they frequently put live frogs into the churn to make the butter, and the consistency of their butter was often determined by the number of hairs (both human and animal) in it.17 Strange ways, these, remarked one traveler after another. But what could one expect, asked a visitor, from a people whose finest garden flower was a thistle?18 (Other plants treasured by Scots besides the thistle included basil, hyssop, camomile, horehound, cat-mint, elocampine, and turnips, called “peeps”.)19

Getting up time for Scotsmen in the seventeenth century was between 5 and 6 A.M., with breakfast at 8. Watered gruel (“skink”) was common, accompanied by oaten cakes. The noonday meal, called dinner, was light, featuring the ever-present oaten cake and ale. In the early eighteenth century, tea was introduced to the consternation of many “purist” Scotsmen; it was a “foreign” drink, a “new-fangled, effeminate folly” that caught on in England more quickly than in Scotland.20 The evening meal, called supper, was the big dining event of the day. In the summer or fall, there were usually great quantities of fresh mutton, (called “callops,”) and fish. In the winter and spring Scotsmen relied on salted meat—usually mutton—supplemented occasionally with beef.

No matter the main course, it was always washed down with prodigious quantities of ale—accompanied sometimes in the wealthier homes by fine claret. Even after dinner, the host and guests were apt to keep drinking. Ian Finlay noted that the Lowlander usually got “unpleasantly drunk” at his meals because “he never had the chance to relax and discover the true meaning of leisure.”21

Meal decorum apparently got so out of hand that schoolmaster Adam Petrie had to lay down rules of etiquette. These “rules of good deportment for the use of youth” required one to drink from one’s own glass, and not to gnaw bones too cleanly, fill the mouth too full, suck meat from a spoon, throw anything on the floor, or wipe one’s nose with a table napkin.22 Even when the Scotch-Irish reached North America, their eating habits were frequently described by “genteel” folk as “disgusting.”

With the exception of a few wealthy people, most Scotsmen lived in houses that were little better than hovels. These vermin-infested buildings hosted humans and animals alike—frequently for mutual warmth. It was a never-ending battle; the beleaguered farmers kept stuffing the cracks and holes in their little huts with bracken to keep out strong wintry blasts. They could not have fires to speak of, since the land was virtually timberless; the most used substance for heating was peat, and it was not available in great abundance.23 The best a Scotsman could do in the dead of winter was snuggle up to his favorite cow and pray for an early spring.

The bad winters, coupled with a lack of heat and a sparsity of clothing, made the Scot vulnerable to a number of maladies. Each year, illnesses like smallpox, rheumatism, malaria, and the black death, took a dreadful toll.24 All this misery helped to put Scotsmen into a fatalistic frame of mind, and to believe that God visited these things upon them for some sin, known or unknown. In time, however, it helped to cause thousands of Lowlanders to think about leaving the country.

Religion in Scotland

Religion played an important role in the lives of most Scotsmen. Christianity in Scotland dated from the sixth and seventh centuries, with the conversion works of Saints Columba and Cuthbert.25

Presbyterianism triumphed in 1567, with the work of Protestant reformer John Knox, who preached original sin, predestination, and a stern retribution for wrongdoing.26 Ministers of the Kirk (the Scottish word for church, to distinguish from the Church of England and the Scottish Episcopal Church) instilled feelings of puritanical severity into their followers.27 Thus, the Protestant Reformation of the sixteenth century was harsher and more intense in Scotland than in other parts of Europe, perhaps because the rigors of Calvinism had discouraged in Scotland the artistic and scientific advances brought on by the Renaissance in many other European countries.

The Scottish Reformation produced an unyielding hatred of Roman Catholicism, a hatred that influenced much subsequent Scotch-Irish history. Scots believed that the best road to heaven was any that did not go through Rome, and that to disbelieve the Pope and his Catholic hierarchy was the most efficient way to serve God. The Scotch Presbyterians did not, however, embody doctrines of separation of church and state. They believed that government officials should also be ministers or elders of the church. To vote or hold office, one had to be the owner of property.

The Scottish Presbyterians believed in the infallibility of the scriptures, and this doctrine, more than any other, was responsible for the close attention Scotsmen ultimately paid to education. They believed it was incumbent on the good Christian to become literate so he could read and learn from inerrant scripture. This feeling of personal responsibility for education was another indication of Scottish individualism. As a result of their religious faith, the Scots started—at least in theory—a tradition of education before any other country of Europe.28 John Knox insisted upon a school in every parish; (although this did not always occur.) The result was an intellectual pattern “supported by the warm co-operation of parents, teachers, and the authorities. . . . A greater proportion of Scots, probably, than of any other people can boast of a higher education in the purely academic sense.”29 Scotland’s educational system grew to such lengths that “as early as 1576 it was proposed that Gaelic-speaking Scots should be imported to preach to the Irish.”30

On the eve of the Ulster migration Scotsmen could be individualists, religious fanatics with an anti-Papal bent, and determinists. They were also superstitious, and possessed a love of learning for religious purposes. The physical milieux in which they practiced these ways of life were far from desirable: mountainous terrains, which intensified a sense of isolation and rugged soils, and only begrudgingly yielded food enough to support a Scotsman and his family. Under such conditions, whenever a Lowlander had a chance to travel or immigrate, he usually grabbed the opportunity.

The Ulster migration of the early seventeenth century provided two important things to the Lowland Scot. It gave him a way out of his destitution in Scotland, and his going to Ulster was motivated first by economic consideration. Also, the trip to Ulster allowed the Scotsman to “go into all the world and preach the Gospel,” as Matthew 28:19 enjoined in reference to spreading Christianity. Of course, Ireland at this time was Christian, but according to the Scot, not of the “right kind.”

Everything was propitious for a major settlement in Ulster in the early 1600s, and the Lowland Scots were ready to take their part in it. When they got to Ulster, their identification as “Scotch-Irish” expanded.


The Irish Setting: The term “Scotch-Irish”


In a sense, the term “Scotch-Irish” is misleading, even stereotypical, because it implies that only immigrants from the Scottish Lowlands populated Ulster. Just like the “Holy Roman Empire,” which was not “holy,” “Roman,” nor particularly an “Empire,” “Scotch-Irish” is an inaccurate term for Ulster settlers, who included Puritans from England, Huguenots from France, and refugees from Holland, as well as Lowlanders from Scotland. The latter group was the most numerous, which set them off from all the others, and encouraged the term “Scotch-Irish.”

Thomas F. Hudson traces the term to 1573 when Elizabeth, writing about a nobleman named “Sorley Boy,” referred to him as one “of the Scotch-Irish race.” In 1675, when Francis Makemie (who later immigrated to America) enrolled in the University of Glascow, his enrollment record identified him as Scoto-Hibernicus. In 1723, in New Castle, Delaware, the minister of the Church of England complained about the obstinancy of the “Scotch-Irish.”31

Some authorities on the Scotch-Irish, however, say the name came into general use this way: When the immigrations were made from Ulster to America starting in the early eighteenth century, all the new arrivals were known in America as “Irish,” or “Ulstermen,” or “Irish Presbyterians.” When in the mid-nineteenth century, floods of Catholics from the south of Ireland came to the United States, the earlier “Ulstermen,” being fierce Protestant Presbyterians, wanted to distinguish themselves from the hated Papists. They therefore began to call themselves “Scotch-Irish.”32 Some nineteenth century historians apparently never dropped the practice of equating “Irish” and “Scotch-Irish,” arguing that the latter term had often been used to disparage the deeds, heroic and otherwise, of the former. Historian William V. Shannon, however, in his 1963 study of the Irish, took exception to this belief: “Unless one . . . lets the Protestant immigrants from eighteenth century Ireland be denominated as a separate group, the Scotch-Irish, one is forced into the awkward position of identifying a person such as Woodrow Wilson, as ‘Irish, which he certainly was not in any sense in which he or his Irish Catholic contemporaries used the term.”33

Author Carl Wittke noted, “That the Scotch-Irish were becoming sensitive about being confused with the Irish is evident from such stray bits of evidence as a protest in 1720 by inhabitants of Londonderry, New Hampshire, who solemnly resolved: ‘We were surprised to hear ourselves termed Irish people when we so frequently ventured our all for the British Crown and Liberties against the Irish Papists.’ ”34
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